THE BNFL CASE
The background facts in the BNFL case may be shortly stated: the procedural manoeuvrings rather less so. The second hearing took place before the TCM in January 1998: judgment was delivered on 19 February 1998. On the hearing of BNFL's application objecting to the jurisdiction of the French courts and/or contending that there should be a stay, the TCM took the line that it would defer any decision on jurisdiction until the parties had filed submissions on the merits. It adjourned to 3 March 1998 for this to be done. This fell to be heard at the same time as the adjourned hearing of SA's summons on 26 February.
Before considering how the court dealt with these matters, it is instructive to consider the lis pendens provisions of the Brussels Convention generally. 
SAME CAUSE OF ACTION -SAME PARTIES

RELATED ACTIONS
Article 22 provides that, where related actions are brought in the courts of different contracting states, any court other than the court first seised may, while the actions are pending at first 1 o instance, stay its proceedings. A court other than the court first seised may also, on the application of one of the parties, decline jurisdiction if the law of that court permits the consolidation of related actions and the court first seised has jurisdiction over both actions.
For the purposes of art. 22, actions are deemed to be related where they are so closely connected that it is expedient to hear and determine them together to avoid the risk of irreconcilable judgments resulting from separate proceedings. 
WHEN IS A COURT SEISED?
It is clearly important for the operation of both art. 21 and 22 to know when a court is 'seised'. Both articles proceed on the basis that one court will be first seised and another second seised. The European Union's web server contains information on policies, legal texts and case reports Trom the various community courts.
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